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IH STAT l' S OF CLAIMS (37 C.F.R. § 4137(c) (l)im» 

A. TOTAL N UMBER OF CLAIMS J N APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: L 3, 5, 6. 10, 14-16, 19, 20, 24-26, 29. 31, and 33-38 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLA IMS IN APPLICATION 

1 . Claims withdrawn from consideration: None 

2. Claims pending: 1,3, 5. 6, 10.. 14-16, 19, 20. 24-26, 29. 31, and 33-38 

3. Claims allowed: None 

4. Claims rejected: 1, 3, 5, 6, 10. 14-16. 19, 20, 24-26.. 29, 31. and 33-3S 

5. Claims cancelled. 2. 4, 7-9, 1 1.-13, 1 7, i.8, 21-23, 27, 28, 30. and 32 

C. CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

The claims cm appeal are: I , 3, 5, 6, 10, 14-16, 19, 20, 24-26, 29, 31, and 33-38 



See additional status information in the Appendix of Claims, 
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IV STATUS OF AMENDMENTS (37 C.F.R. § 4U7(c)(l)(iv)) 

As to the status of any amendment filed subsequent to the latest final rejection, there are no such 
amendments after final. 



\ SI MMAR\ OF ( I \i\IFD Si BJEiT M \ ITER (37 C.F.R. § 41 J7(c)(lK\)) 



With tespeu to a sumntats of Claim i as shovn in Iigutts I and 2 et a! a handheld sectinn 
ssstem compnses a Biuetooth-enahled conttul unit (e g see item 104 oH iguie 1 etc } ha\ nit: a 
oinge of communications The handheld seciutrv system fuithci Lompiise^ a Bluetooth-enabled 
deuce {e g sec item !08<<j! of 1 tguie 1 etc j Additional!) the deuce te g see item 108(a) of 
hgure I , etc ) is segistered with die contiol unit (e g see item 104 of I mure ) , etc } such that the 
deuce cooperates with the control unit using Bluetooth communications to detetmme v. hen the 
deuce t a within the tange of communications (e g see itetn 1 12 of Figine L etc } of the contiol 
unu Fuitheimoie when u is determined that the deuce te g see item 108(d) of Figtnc I etc ) is 
withm the lanire of communications te g see stun 1 12 of 1 igute L etc i of the eonuol unit (e g 
see item 10 1 of figure 1 , etc }, the dc\ ice is functional, and when it is deteimmed that the de% tee 
is not \\ithm the iange of eommumcauutu of the contiol umt te g see Hem 1 12 of Figine ~ etc ) 
the dex ice is at least partial!) non-functional 

Fuithet still, the device (e g »ee ttem 108(a) of figure K etc ) t^ contlguted to peuodicaih send 
an tdentifung signal to the conttui unit (e g see item KM of Ftgmc 1, etc > and the couttoi unit is 
confjgmcd to .--end a telutn signal to the deuce when the identifying signal is i evened b\ the 
control unit In addition when the deuce (eg see item 108(a) of 1 iguie 2, etc ) is at least 
partialis non-fimuionai m a situation wheic it is deteimmed that the deuce is not wuhtn the 
iange of communications (e g see ttem 1 12 of Figuie 2, etc ) of the tontHti umt (e g ace item 
104 of 1 ignie 2 etc h the deuce is conftguied to continue peuodieall) sending the identifung 
signal to the control unit. 

Further, the contiol unit (eg see item 104 ol Figtite 2, etc } is eonftgmed to produce an alert 
when it is deteimmed that the deuce (eg see item 108(a) oi I igurc 2, etc ) ts not wuhtn the 
latige oi communications (eg see item 1 12 of! iguie 2 etc i oi the eonuol \dduiunailv the 
contiol umt (e g see item 104 of f iguie 2 etc } includes a control unit displax the cunttui unit 
displa\ being confirmed to di»pla\ mfoimarton associated with the de\ ice when it is detenmned 
that the clex ice w not within the range of commtrneatioiu oi the contiol nmi 
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Furthermore, the device (e.g see item I 08(a) of Figure 2, etc.) includes a device display, the 
device display being configured to display information associated with the control unit (e.g. see 
item 104 of Figure 2, etc.) when it is determined that the device is not within the range of 
communications of the control unit. Further still, the device (e.g. see item 108(a) of Figure 2, 
etc.) is configured to periodically send the identifying signal utilizing a period of time which is 
configured based on movements of an owner. See. for example, page 3. lines i 7-27; page 3, line 
29-page 4, line 6; page 12, lines 20-26; and page 12, line 29-page 13, line 2 et al. 

With respect to a summary of Claim 10, as shown in Figures 1, 3A, and 3B et al.. a method for 
executing a security protocol for a first Bluetooth-enabled device (e.g. see item 108(a) of Figure 
I, etc.) with respect to a second Bluetooth-enabled device (e.g. see item 104 of Figure 1, etc.) is 
provided. In use, a first Bluetooth transmission signal is periodically emitted from the first 
Bluetooth-enabled device (e.g. see item 316 of Figure 3 A, etc.). Additionally, it is determined if 
a second Bluetooth transmission signal is received from the second Bluetooth-enabled device 
(e.g. see item 320 of Figure 3A, etc.). Further, the first Bluetooth-enabled device is locked out to 
at least partially prevent the first Bluetooth-enabled device from functioning if it is determined 
that the second Bluetooth transmission signal is not received (e.g. see item 324 of Figure 3 A, 
etc.). 

Flu titer still the first Bluetooth-enabled deuce periodically emits the fust Bluetooth 
uansnusMon signal while being locked out in a situation wheie it is determined that the second 
Bluetooth nansnussion signal i> not ieceived (e g see item >^2 ol I igwe 38 etc } Additionally 
the second Bluetooth-enabled de\i<.e is configured to piodtice an alert when it is deteimmed that 
the second Bluetooth transmission signal ss not received (e g see item i2S of Figure 3 \, et*. ) 
Futthennote, the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce includes a second Bluetooth-enabled deuce 
displav the second liluetooth-uuthied desue displav being configured to Jispl.rv, infonnauon 
associated with the hist Bluetouth-etiabled deuce when the first Bluetooth-enabled deuce is 
locked out (e.g. see item 328 of Figure 3 A, etc.). 

Also, the first Bluetooth-enabled device includes a first Bluetooth-enabled device display, the 
first Bluetooth-enabled device display being configured to display information associated with 
the second Bluetooth-enabled device when the first Bluetooth-enabled device is locked out ( e.g. 
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see item 324 of Figure i \ etc ) hi addition the fn,->t Bluetooth-enabled deuce is confirmed to 
peitodtcalK emit the Jh si Bluetooth ttansmis-aon signal unlt/iug a pctiod of time which is 
configured based on moxements ot an owner (eg see item 316 of Haute 3 A etc ) See fot 
example, page 3 hno 2 l >-page i hne o page 4, lines 20-2" page 12 hues 20-20 and page 12, 
lme 29-pa.ge 1 3, line 2 et al. 

With icspect to a summars of Claim lo. as shown tn Ftgutes I, 3A, and 3B ei al a method tos 
e\eeutma a secunts protocol with i expect to at least a fust Bluetooth-enabled deuce (eg see 
item 104 of Figure I etc } and a second Bluetooth-enabled des tee (e g see item 1 OWa) of Figuie 
1 ete } is piouded In use it is determined when a fust Bluetooth transmission signal is 
received from the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ tee {e a see item 320 of Hgure 3 A etc ) 1 he 
second Bluetooth-criabkd deuce amomaucalA and penodicalk emits the fust Bluetooth 
transmission signal (eg ^ee item 3 Jo ot fugue *A etc) Additionally, a second Bluetooth 
transmission signal is emitted when it is determined that the fitst Bluetooth ttamnn^sion signal is 
iccened from the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce (e g see item M0 of Figtne iA. etc ) 

Futther an ahum ts generated to indicate that the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice is not wsthm 
a communications range of the Fust Bluetooth-enabled desice when it is detei mined that the Fir^t 
Bluetooth transmission signal ts not receded from the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice (e a see 
item 32 1 of 1 tguie ^-V etc } XddttumalK after the generation of the alarm, the second 
Bluetooth-enabled deuce is configured to continue pcuodicalK emit the fust Bluetooth 
ttausimssion signal to the fust Bluetooth-enabled deuce m a situation where u is determined that 
the fnst Bluetooth-enabled deuce is not vuthm the range of communications of the second 
Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice (e g see item 3 >o of Ham c 3B etc } 

Htrtiiei tiie second Bluetooth-enabled deuce me hides a second Bluetooth-enabled de\ice 
displau the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce displa\ being configured to dispiax ntioimation 
associated with the fust Bluetooth-enabled deuce when it is dttetmined that the fust Biuetooth- 
enabled deuce is not within the ranae of communications of the second Bluetooth-enabled 
deuce {eg see item i24 of Ftgute 3 A etc ) Furthei still the fust Bluetooth-enabled deuce 
include,-- a in -t Bluetooth-enabled deuce display the fust Blueiooih-enahled deuce dupla\ 
being eXHifWuted to displav mfoimation associated with the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce 
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when tt is deteimmed that the fust Bluetooth-enabled deuec is not within the range of 
communications oi the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce ica see item ^2ri of figine * \, ^ic } 
Additionally the second Bhtetooth-aiabled de\iee is configured to periodically emit the fust 
Bluetooth ttansmission signal utilizing a penod oi time winch is configured based un mo\ements 
of an ownei (eg ->ee Hem 1 1 o otTigwe ^A etc ) See lot example, page "s lines H~2 I page 
!2 lme>20-2o and page 12 line 2^- page 1> hue 2 et al 

YVith respect to a smnmat\ of Haim 20 as shown m Hguies \\ 4and6etai a tnsf deuce 
te g see item 60* of Ftgute o etc ) compiles a Bluetooth-enabled mechanism In addition the 
hist deuce comprises compute; code that causes the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism {.eg see 
item fi"2 of hgure b etc } to periodiutik emit a fust Bluetooth uansrms&ton signal (e g see item 
404 of Figure ! etc } Knther the lust dome comprises computet code that causes the 
Bluetooth-enabled mechanism to receive a second Bluetooth tumsniission signal fiom a second 
Bluetooth-enabled deuce {eg see item f*04 of I jgnte f> etc ) I unher still, the tust deuce 
composes computes code tor deter mtnma when the ^cond Bluetooth nau>mi>sion signal js 
received (e.g. see item 408 of Figure 4, etc.). 

Additionally, the first device comprises computer code for locking out the first device to at least 
partial h pic\cnt the first deuce from heme operational when it is deteimmed that rhe «econd 
Bluetooth ttansnnssion oignai to not received teg see item 4io of Inane I etc i I he 
Rluetoosh-eiubled mechanism penochcalh emits the fust Blnetuoih uansrmssion signal while 
the ihst deuce is Socked out in a situation wheie it is deteimmed that the second Bluetooth 
tsansmission signal is not received {e a see item 7^2 of fnntre 3B, etc ) hutthermote, the first 
device comprises a piocessot (eg see item <>f«2 of figure 6. etc \ fot executing the compute; 
codes, and a computet -icadahle medium (eg see Hems *>o4, 66o »>o£ of Figute 6 etc ) that 
stores the computer codes. 

In addition, the second Bluetooth-enabled dewce is confirmed to pioduee an aleit uheti ft is 
deteimmed that the second Bluetooth tiausmisMon signal is not tecened (e y s_-e Hem 32M of 
Figure ^A, etc } Also, the second Bluetooth-enabled de\tce includes a second Bluetooth- 
enabled dc\ ice display ^e g see item 020 oi 1 igui e o etc } the second Bluetooth -enabled de\ ice 
displa\ being eonfiguied to display mfoimauon associated svith the fust dewce v,hen the fust 
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device is locked out (e.g. see item 328 of Figure 3 A, etc.V Furthermore, the first device includes 
a first device display (e.g. see item 670 of Figure 6. etc.), the first desice display being 
configured to display information associated with the second Bluetooth-enabled device when the 
first device is locked out (e.g. see item 324 of Figure 3A, etc.). Additionally, the Bluetooth- 
enabled mechanism is configured to periodically emit the first Bluetooth transmission signal 
utilizing a period of time which is configured based on movements of an owner (e.g. see item 
316 of Figure 3 A., etc.). See, for example, page 4 ; lines 20-27; page 12.. lines 20-26; and page 
12, line 29-page 13, line 2 et al. 

With respect to a summary of Claim 26, as shown in Figures 3A, 4. and 6 et al., a first device 
{e.g. see item 604 of Figure 6, etc.) comprises a Bluetooth-enabled mechanism (e.g. see item 622 
of Figure 6, etc.), the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism being configured to receive a first Bluetooth 
transmission signal from a second device (e.g. see item 60S of Figure 6, etc.) that periodically 
emits the first Bluetooth transmission signal (e.g. see item 404 of Figure 4.. etc.). In addition, the 
first device comprises computer code for determining when a first Bluetooth transmission signal 
is received. Further, the first device comprises computer code for causing the Bluetooth-enabled 
mechanism (e.g. see item 622 of Figure 6, etc.) to emit a second Bluetooth transmission signal 
when it is determined that the first Bluetooth transmission signal is received (e.g. see item 408 of 
Figure 4, etc.). 

Further still, the first device comprises computer code for generating an alarm to indicate that the 
second device is not within a communications range of the first device when it is determined that 
the first Bluetooth transmission signal is not received (e.g. see item 328 of Figure 3A, etc.). 
After the generation of the alarm, the second device is configured to continue periodically 
emitting the first Bluetooth transmission signal in a situation where it is determined that the first 
device is not within the range of communications of the second device (e.g. see item 316 of 
Figure 3A. etc.). Also, the first device comprises a processor (e.g. see item 612 of Figure 6. etc.) 
that executes the computer codes. The first device also comprises a computer-readable medium 
that, stores the computer codes (e.g. see items 614, 616, 618 of Figure 6, etc.). 

Additionally, the second device includes a second device display (e.g. see item 670 of Figure 6, 
etc.), the second device display being configured to display information associated with the first 



device when if is defet mined that the itrst device in not vuihm the taoge of communications of 
the second dev ice u' g see item ^24 of Figutc H, etc i Puilhetmote the first de\ ice mdudes :t 
Fust device di^plav {e g see item o20 of F unite 'o etc ) the fhsl device dtsplas being tunfiguied 
to displav information a<,->octated with the se^oid device when it is detetmmed that the iirst is 
not within the tango of comimmiciUfotu of the second device (v g see item ^2<S nt Fmuie 
etc ) in addition t!ie second device ^ Luuffguied to periodical^ emu the fit^t Bluetooth 
tsansmtssion signal uttU/um a penod oi time confirmed which is based on movements of an 
ownet (eg ^ee item 316 of Figutc 3 A. etc > see tor example page ^, lines i 3-24 page 12 
lines 20-26; and page 12, line 29-page 1 3, line 2 et aJ. 

With respect to a summary of Claim 29, as shown in Figures 3 A, 3B, and 6 et al, 5 a handheld 
security system comprises a WiFi-enabled control unit (e.g. see item 604 of Figure 6, etc.) 
having a range of communications. In addition, the handheld security system comprises a WiFi- 
enabled device (e.g. see item 608 of Figure 6, etc. }. The device is registered with the control unit, 
(e.g. see hem 304 of Figure 3A, etc.) such that the device cooperates with the control unit using 
WiFi communications to determine when the device is within the range of communications of 
the control unit. Further, when it is determined that the device is within the range of 
communications of the control unit, the device is functional (e.g. see item 308 of Figure 3A, 
etc. ), and when it is determined that the device is not within the range of communications of the 
control unit, the device is at least partial ly non-functional (e.g. see item 324 of Figure 3A, etc.). 

Furthermore, the device is configured to periodically send an identifying signal to the control 
unit and the control unit is configured to send a return signal to the device when the identifying 
signal is received by the control unit (e.g. see item 316 of Figure 3A, etc.). Additionally, when 
the device is at least partially non-functional in a situation where ii is determined thai the device 
is not within the range of communications of the control unit, the device is configured to 
continue periodically sending the identifying signal to the control unit (e.g. see item 336 of 
Figure 3B, etc.). Further still, the control unit is configured to produce an alert when it is 
determined that the device is not within the range of communications of the control unit (e.g. see 
item 328 of Figure 3B, etc.). 
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in addition the tontto! unit includes a t.outtol unit dtspkrv (e g sec item 620 oi Figmc 6 etc ), 
ihe (.oiitioi unit di^pltix bcmq eonftguted to disphn tnibimuuon assorted with the deuce when 
it is detemuned that die deuce to not within the iange of communications of die eonuol imu 
\ddmonalh the ik\ kc uu I tide-- a de\ sec displa\ tt g see item 6~0 of I tgme 0 etc ) w here the 
deuce display in configured to dtspias information associated with f he contiol unit when it is 
deteumned that the deuce is not wsthm the iange of cornmuinention,.-. of the contiol unit 
hnthet, the deuce is confirmed to penodic.tHs send the identifvtng si una i utilizing £t period of 
ume which is coofmutcd based on mo%emcnts of an ownei (e g see item ,*K> ot Hgure 3 A, eu ) 
'see. fnt example, page \ line 17 page 4, line 1, page 12, hncs 20-2»>, and page !2 line 2^-page 
13, tine 2 ei al. 

Of course, the above citations are merely examples of the above claim language and should not 
be construed as limiting in any manner. 
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VI GROl NDS OF REJECTION TO BE RFVIF.W ED ON APPEAL (37 C.F.R. § 
4!.37<cXI><vi» 

Following undei each issue lifted, us a concne statement setting fotth the corresponding giound 
of rejeeuon. 

Issued i fhe txanmtes has i ejected Claims 1 3,5-0 10, ] 5- jo, i°-2u, 2^-2(\ and 34-.>8 under 
3^ IS( 103(a) as being unpatentable o\er Doub (L s intent No o,^ l '4,762} m \iev. of 
i unsfotd et iii (US Patent No <\614,3S0), and m furthet ueu of I ogan {V S Patent No 
6,631,271). 

issue ~ 2 fhe Fxammei has t elected Claims 14 and 2 1 undei 35 Use 103(a) as being 
unpatentable o\et Doub, m stew of I unsford et al m \ieu of 1 ogan and m luiihet view oi' 
Paikei (I- s Patent PubhuHmn No 2002 00393} 

Issue r * She hXummer has rejected Claims 2 ( >, *1, and 33 widei 3^ ISC 103(a) as being 
unpatentable n%et Doub in uew of Lutisfotd et al , m \iew of I ogan, and in fuithei mow of 
[ en/(i S Patent Publn.at«onNo 2(H)! 0O5W7) 
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Ml \RGl MF \T (37 T.F.R. § 41 J7(cKl 

1 he claim 1 ; uf flu. groups noted below do not 4and oi fail togethet In the piesent seuion 
appellant explains wh\ the claims of each ^roup ate believed to be sepaidtelv patentable 

Issue 0 1 : 

i he Kammei has i ejected ( Uums !. < --<> 10 15-10, i l >-20, 2^-2<-> and M-os. undes $5 ISC 
lO^aj da bentg unpatentable .net Doub {I S Patent No o ^<>4 "62} tn \>cw of*! sinsford et al 
{\ S Patent No 0 014^0} and in Untbei -new of! ogan {I s Patent No ^ i 27 n 

hump >l Claim, I 3 5 in /■>-./ ft, JQ-Jti 2*-26 sikUi-SV 

I o establish a p;ti>hi feu ease of obviousness ihtee basic CTJtetta niu^t be met i trst these must 
be ^ome suggestion oj momation either tn the tefc-iencts thunscKes or m the knowledge 
geneialh (nailabk- to one of ordmai} skill in the an, to modifs the reference ot to combine 
icfetence teaching* Second these tnust be a reasonable expectation of sun. ess Finally, the ptiot 
art icfetence {or Tcleieuces when combined) must teach ot suggest all the elann limitations (he 
teaching ot suggestion to make the claimed combination and the. reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found m the pnoi att and not based on appellant s disclosure /// re 1 use Is 
91" F2d t&S 20LSPQ2d i nH(Tcd( tt iWH 

With respect to the fust element of the pi tn>a }uci< case of obv lousneas awX in puUtcnlat the 
obviousness of combining the Doub and Ltin^foid icfeiences the Examiner bat argued that it 
would have been obvtous to combine Doub with \ unsfoid ""to include the Bluetooth aleittng of 
1 unsford et a! in the s\slem of Doub, % and that the 1 [m)omalion to do so would have been to 
deter the theft and pt event inadvcttem abandonment of \ arsons pot table devices {see Lunslosd et 
a! column 2 lines 3 "-4" J " 'lo the conn an appellant respectful K as>eit> that si wuiild not ha\e 
been obvious to combine the teaching* of the Doub and LunvfoiJ letc-iences. e»peciall\ m \sew 
of the vast evidence to the contrary. 
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II a proposed modification would tcndet the pilot an imention being modified uusatjsfattotv. lot 
tt-, intended purpose then there is no suggestion ot motivation to male the pioposed 
modification Li fc (>on'Oi> "33 1 2d WO 221 I SPU l!2^(!-eJ tit i°S4} Ihu* ihe claimed 
combination cannot change the pmiaple of opctation of the pumarv refeiencv oi render the 
iclerence inoperable foi its intended put pose See MPfP ^ 2bH 0! 

In paiticulai in the Office Ution dated 06 lb 2000 the Lxammet admitted that "Doub cleans 
and expiesslv teaches a handheld sccunn svatem which ^ maintained between "an electronic 
device and a t emote device {abstract Ime IT" She bvimtnct furihci noted that * [t]he emne 
disclosure idaie^ to a system tn which one device is controlled bv one couttol mm {e g Co> I 
ime 4o to ( ol 2 hue 16 Fie 1} \ddmonaSK the Lxammer admitted that jn|ot only its theie 
no disclosuu- that a device to scgisteted with mute than one contiol unit such tea*, bans would 
appear to be logualh inconsistent with Doub as Douh\ contiol unit would be inoperable- to 
contiol the device il the device weie tegrsteted \vith other control units seeking to control the 
device { See page 10 of tlw < Office \aum dated OS IS 2000-tmphasts added) 

ilowevei appellant tespeclluliv as^erto that I ttmfotd teaches ' a tneihod and s\stem foi elfeetmg 
a secnutv a stem upon multiple dev lees ' and that * [tlte invention piovides foi multiple dev ices 
to respond a^ authored merobeis ot a secvritv web such that each deuci acts as a eo- 
monuoiing device within the web" {see v. ol 2 lines * 7- 4 1 and Hguies 1-1 emphasis added) 
1 unsfosd ftjithet teacher that jejach device peiiodicallv polls lot the picsciuc of all the othei 
dev kqs m the pieonet and if the signal bom am dev tee is not detected bv anv other dev ice in the 
piconet then ah deuces sound an alas m N i(ol h lines 42-4^ emphasis added) I bus, because 
Lunsfou! clearh teaches multiple de^ ues where each device polk all othet dev ices , the devices 
m I nnsfotd ate cleailv tegtsteted w tth othei devices 

i hescfuie ^riice Duiih discloses a device that !-> onl\ tegtsteied w ith a single c«twol unit and the 
contiol unit of Doub would be inoperable to eonnol the de\i<.e if the deviee wete segtMeied to 
more than one control unit as admitted In the Examine! it is clear thai modifvmg the device ot 
Doub acoouling to the svstem ol Ltmslotd ut Much a device to tegistejed with multiple othet 
debtees would tender the invention oi Doub unsa tr->factor\ foi its intended put pose To 
emphasize because the Lxaminer has admitted that 'Doub s contiol unit would be mopes able to 
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coutiol the deuce tT the deuce vute tegistcted vuth othej control units seeking to control the 
device-' (emphasis added) and I nnsford tcaehe-i multiple devices polling othei devices, die 
ExamineCs proposed combination of die Doub and Lnnsford leference is impiopet mideT hi tx 

Gordon. 

AddnionalK appellant lespecttulK as^etb that the third element of the puma lx.il ca^e of 
obviousness has also not been met b\ the prior ait excerpts relied on b\ the hxaimnei i-oi 
example with respect to the independent claims, the bxammei has lehed on < ui 7 lines 9-15 
and Col <s lines i^-4 ( > ftotn I unstoid to make a prior ait ^hovuug of appellant s claimed 
technique whuem the eomiol unit includes a control unit di->pla\ the couttol unit dispkn being 
confirmed to dis-pkn infotmatsun associated with the device when it is deteinuned thai the 
de\ ice i\ not w uhtn the tango or communications of the opinio! unit" tsce this oi suruiai but nor 
necessanlv identical language in the mdependen claims) 

\ppJiant idspeufulh assorts that Col " hues o.js { !0 m Lunsfoid as idled on b\ the 
hxamwei mereh teaches that 1 upon the deteimination of a non-authouzeJ loss of prcximitx, an 
e\ent is initiated upon at least out. device in the seeunt\ web" and that 1 [t]hc event initiated ma\ 
van uideh with examples being the actuation of audio and usual abrim the activation and 
deaematton of nsei pie-determmed deuces and the transmission of communication* to a deuce 
outside of the security web" (Col, 7, lines 9-15 - emphasis added). 

Houevei onh getietalK disclosing that visual alaims ma\ be initiated upon the his-, ol 
pto\mnt\ of a device as in Lunsfoid, m no wa\ speaheailv suggests that the control unu 
includes a t.cnitu'i unit displav the contiol unit displas being confirmed to display mfottnation 
associated with the de\ ice when u is detetmned that the device is not within the lange of 
communications of the eonttoi una (see at least ^ubstanualK the same subject tnattei in each of 
the independent claims-emphasis added) a> c aimed b\ appellant SitupK indicating that a 
\mtai alasm ma\ be initiated as m 1 unsioid simph iaiK to meet chspla\ j mgj infetimauon 
associated with the de\ ice \ia "a control unit displas (see at !ea»t substantial the same 
subject matter in each ot the independent claims-emphasis added) as claimed In appellant 
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Additfoiuliv lo\ 8, lines 4^-4 l > itom i unsloid, as tolled on b\ the rxatntnei, camplv teaches 
that \m\ deuce which loses contact with all other deuce;- of the pf<_onet disphns the ownets 
name:, address and telephone uumbu and then loci* ■> itseif ftom furthei me until such time as a 
password is entered into the device {emphasis added} 

1 low exes dispiaung the owner - name addicts, and telephone mimhei on the dex ice w inch has 
lost contact with all othei deuces as in Lutisfoul m no wa\ suggests that "the control una 
includes a contioi unit dtspla\ the a>mtoj unit display being configmcd to display mfonnatum 
associated with the de\ ice when u is deter mned that the deuce ts not within the jange of 
communications of the coutto! unit ' (>ec at least substantially the same subject matter nt each of 
the independent clasms-emphasis added) as claimed bv appellant t !eat!\ displavmg the 
owner s uifoimation on the deuce v. Inch has lost contact as in 1 turford fails to simacst 
' dupko jmgi infonnation associated with the dew ice ' ua a control unit display ' (see at lea^t 
sub^ranlialK the o.uue subject mattei in each ol the independent danna-emphasis added) as 
claimed by appellant. 

in addition, vuth respect to the independent dainty the I \atmnei has again telicd on < oi 7. lines 
f M5 and Col S hues ">S-4^ m 1 unsfotd to male a pnoj ail showing of appellant s claimed 
technique ^wheiem the deuce includes a deuce dispia\ the deuce display bemg configured to 
dispiax infonnation associated with the cotitio! unit when it is duet mined that the deuce is not 
within the lange of communications of the umtiol 111111" (see this or simtiat. but not neectsanh 
identical language m the independent lIhuh) 

\ppe11ant icspectfulh asset ts that, as argued abo~u\ the exceipts rehed on b\ the txammei onh 
geueialiv dfoeW 1 that usual alatnis ma\ be initiated upon the loss of ptoxitmtv oi a douce and 
that the owner s name, address, and telephone uumbei are dispia\ed on the deuce winch has lo^t 
contact with ail othei deuces Cieailv onh genet ally disclosing usual akinm along with 
d^piavina infonnation on the deuce which aas lost contact with all othei deuces, as m 
Lunsfoicl, fatis t<> meet appellant s claimed tc\hiuqtie 'whet em the deuce include.^ a deuce 
clrsphn, the deuce display being confined to display information associated with the conttol 
mm when st J- determined that the deuce is not within the range ol communications ol the 
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coutrol unit" (see at least substantially the same subject matter in each of the independent claims- 
emphasis added), as claimed. 

Further, with respect to the independent claims, the Examiner has relied on Col. 2, lines 30-63; 
and Col o lines 11 ~* *> fiom 1 ogan to make <i pnoi ait showing of appellant's claimed technique 
1 whet em the de\ite !?. coniiguied to petiodicaih send the idenuhmg signal utilizing a pcnod of 
time which is confirmed based on movements of an osvnet ' {see this ot smnlaf but not 
necessarsh identical language in the independent claims) 

Appellant icspectfulh asset ts that the exempts tehed on bv the bxammei met eh teach that 'Blue 
1 ooth chips could be mtegtated into a small dc\ ice theie called a badge") \\ho,-.e pume function 
is to indicate position and which >.an be placed on ui ncai statumaiv, deuces such as the Palm 
docking station, oi the ceil phone lechatget v.ith which Bluetooth deuces oi things beanng 
ofhfi liiuctooth badges could Imk to at ume^ ' KVl <\ lines 4 7 -^ > - emphasis added) In 
addition the ex^eipts tehed on b\ the IXaimmr aaeh that ' jajlthough the Bluetooth chips, in 
these dc-xiccs max be pnmauh intended fot difleient functions thev can plas a useful tole m the 
position tnotntoting and notiftcatton system contemplated bv the ptcseut uwenttotf {L ol 2 hues 
59-62 -- emphasis added). 

Howevct usiiiii Blue I ooth chips to indicate position and fot position monuoung as m Logan, 
fails to even suggest 'a period of time w Inch is contiguted based on movements ol an ownei , " let 
alone that 'the de\ice is coniiguied to peiiodicily send the ulcnttfytng signal utfh/mg a penod 
of time which is confirmed based on movements ot an ownef (emphasis added) as claimed In 
appellant 

Again appellant tespeetfuliv asseits that at least the thud element of the pinno Ukw ease of 
obviousness has not beeii met, since the pi tot m* lefeience* as iehed upon b\ the 1 * a miner t.nl 
to teach oi suggest ajl of tlw claim limitations a? noted abo\t 



Group 112; Claim 6 
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With respect to Claim 6, the Examiner has relied on Col. 3, line 19 to Col. 4, tine 63 from Doub, 
and Co! 8, lines 38-49 from Lunsfbrd to make a prior art. showing of appellant's claimed 
technique "wherein the device is exclusively registered with the control unit." 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpt from Doub relied upon by the Examiner merely 
discloses that "during an initial set-up procedure, the user may input a password or other data 
into the electronic device 100 and the remote device 110 to create the first authentication code"' 
where "the electronic device 100 checks the reply signal for the data or password provided by the 
user" (emphasis added). Further. Doub teaches that ~'"[i]f the reply signal does not include the 
correct first authentication code, the display controller 210 will not enable the display 1 1 5.'' 

However, merely teaching that the user inputs a password into the electronic device and remote 
device and that the electronic device checks the reply signal for the password before enabling the 
display fails to even suggest a technique "wherein the device is exclusively registered with the 
control unit "' (emphasis added}, as claimed. Clearly, Doub's teachings that the electronic device 
enables the display if the reply signal contains the correct password fails to event suggest a 
technique "wherein the device is exclusively re gistered with the control unit" (emphasis added), 
as claimed by appellant. 

Further, appellant lespectfuih a»setts that the excerpt fiom Lunsfoid selied upon b> the 
Examine: metch teaches that "multiple Bluetooth enabled portable infoimation deuces aie 
commumcamcK connected to e\ei> oiliei deuce witlnn a Bluetooth piconet " that j e j ach 
dev tee periodical K polls lot the pieseiice of all the other devices m the piconet 1 and that jf the 
signal from am deuce is not detected h\ am orhu deuce m the piconet then all deuces sound 
an ahum" (Lol 8, lines 38-4*1 emphasis added) Fmther, 1 uiufotd teacher that 'am deuce 
\\hich losc^ contact \\ith all other deuces oi the ptcunet display the oyuius name address, and 
telephone uumhei and then locks iKelf bom fun ici u*e ' (( ol S lines 4^-40) 

However, polling for the presence of all orhcr deuces m a netwoii* and sounding an alaim it am 
deuce is not detected In an\ othet deuce, in addition to cl^plauug nv.net infoimatinn when a 
debtee lo>e\ contact with all othei deuces does not teach a technique whetem the deuce is 
e\clusi\el> registered with tin. control umf (emphasis added), as claimed b\ appellant In fau. 
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teaching that a de\ice polls foi the ptesence ot all other dewtes m a neruotk as m 1 unsfoid, 
tcih //( ■> ouav fium a technique wherein the deuce j-> exdusneK tc.gisteied \s ith the control 
unit ' {emphasis added) as claimed b\ appellant \pttma ro^/t case of ub\MHtsness mas a ho be 
rebutted b\ showing that the ait m an\ ma ten a I te-peU teaches awav from the claimed 
invention /// /< '/en/^- I 16 F \1 1 EP1 H I SPQ2d 1 «<2, I *6MH.d Ur 190") 

Again appellant respecting assists that at least the third element of the puma /ticv t,ase oi' 
ob\ lousness ha- not been met snuo the puot ar references as relied upon bx the Examiner fad 
to teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Issue #2; 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 14 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dotrb, in view of Lunsford et aL in view of Logan, and in further view of Parker (U.S. Patent. 
Publication No. 2002/0078393). 

Group H-.I: Claims 14 and 24 

Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for the reasons argued 
with respect to Issue #1, Group #1 . 

Issue # 3: 

Issue # 3; The Examiner has rejected Claims 29, 31, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Doub, in view of Lunsford et al., in view of Logan, and in further view of 
Lenz (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0053947). 

Croup #./; Claims 29, 31, and 33 

To establish a, prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must 
be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge 
generally available to one of ordinary skill in the ait, to modify the reference or to combine 
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icfetence teaching* Second there must bo a reasonable expectation of success Finally, ihe ptiot 
ait lefe-tcnee toi relet ences when combined) must teach ot suggest all the Jarro limitations The 
tcachmg Oi suggestion to make the chinned combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found m the pnoi ait and not based on appellant s disclosure hi /v J <j<jcL 
9.1" r 2d t&S 20 LSPQ2d I HH (Fed ( ii 

With sespect to the fust element of the pftma jaiii.- case of obviousness ami. in patucnlai the 
obviousness of combining the Doub and Lunsioid tefeiences, the hsannnei has argued that it 
would have been obvious to cotnbtne Doub with 1 unsfoid "to include the Bluetooth alerting of 
[ unsfoid et al ni the swem of Doul\" % and that the ' [mjotmmon u> do so would ha\e been to 
deter the theft and ptevem maiKettem abandonment of various poi table devices (.see Limsfoid et 
al Co| 2, lines y-D " lo the connate, appellant respeetfulh assuts that n would not ha\e 
been obvious to combine the teachings of the Doub and I unsfoid lefeienccs, especially m view 
of the vast eudence to the conn an 

If a piopnsed modification would rendei the pnoi ait imentton being modified imsatisfaoton foi 
its intended puipose, then thete is no suggestion or motivation to make the pioposed 
modification In n Gordon I 2d «00 221 I Sl\> 1 12S {Fed Cn 1084) 1 hus the claimed 
combination cannot change the principle ot opetation of the pitman tefeience or rendei the 
tefcience inoperable foi tto intended purpose Set- MPhP < 2 1 I ^ t>1 

In paiiiculai m the Office Action dated 08 18 2006 the Evannnei admitted that "Doub Jearb 
and expresslv teacher a handheld seaunv Astern which i? maintained betweeii an electronic 
device and a icmofe device' (abstract line I) Ihe Lxamiiici further netted that *ffjhe entire 
drscWue relates to a s^tem m which one deuce is controlled bv one control unit fc g Col 1, 
hue 4'> to Col 2, hue 1<\ fig 1} ' \dduioualh the l:\annnei admitted that "jn]ot ouK is there 
no disclosure that a device is icgisteted wnii nunc than one comrol unit Mich teaching would 
appear to be logical i\ inconsistent with Doub as Doub s control unit would be inoperable to 
contiol the device if the device were regioteied with othei connol units seeking to control the 
device" { Seepage lOoi the Office Action dated OS IS 2006-emphasiN added) 
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llovu'vci. appellant tespccliliUy asserts that I uibfotd teaches ' a method and sxstem foi elfecttng 
a securitx astern upon rnjdti£|e. deuc es ' and that "[rlhe itoeutton ptoudes tbr OiidijpL-.de^ice.s 
to respond as authored members of a sectntx web such that each deuce acts as j >.o- 
moouoi mg dc tee within the web" (see Co! 2, lines 37-41 . and Hgnies 1-1 emphasis added} 
1 unsford finfhet teaches that " jejach deuce penodicalk polls lot the picsencc of ail the othei 
dex ices m the piconet and if the signal fiom an\ de\ tee is not detected b\ any other de\ ice in the 
piconet then all deuces sound an alum ' {Vol S, lines 42-45 emphasis added) Thus, because 
Lunsford clearh teaches multiple deuces where each dex ne polls aii other de\ ices the deuces 
in Lunsford axe clearly registered with other devices. 

Therefore, since Doub discloses a device that is only registered with a single control unit, and the 
contiol unit of Doub would be inoperable to conttol the deuce if the deuce woe tegistetcd to 
nioie than one conttol unit a* admitted b\ the r\ammet it is clear that modifung the deuce of 
Doub according to the ss stent ol Ltmsloul in a Inch a deuce is teetered with muitiple othei 
deuces would Knckr tlw imention of Doub unsatisfactory fot it intended puipusc (o 
emphasize because the Lxammer has admitted that kt Doub s couttoi unit would be mope; able to 
conttol the deuce tt the dex see \xete icgistcted vuth other control units seeking to conttol the 
deu«.L ' (emphasis added) and I nnsfoid teaclus multiple deuces polling othei deuces, the 
Fvmnnci s proposed combination of the Doub and 1 unsford inference is miptoper under hi n 
Gordon, 

AdduionalK appellant icspectfulK as-ett- that the third clement of the puma nnic case of 
obviousness has also not been met bx the prior ait excerpts relied on bx the Lxauunei i-or 
example with icspect to independent Claim the Examines has lelied on Col lines u -15 
and Col 8 lines 38-4o ftotn 1 unsford to make a prior ait showing of appellant's churned 
technique 1 uhetetn the conttol unit includes a control unit displav the conttol unit displax being 
configured to dtspku tnfotuiatsun associated with the dex ice when tt is deteinuned that the 
device is not within the range of communications of the control unit." 

Appellant re^pectfulK assetts that Col 7 hues l MS ftom I unsfoid, as telted on h\ the 
S xammu motels teaches that 'upon the determination oi a nou-authou/ed loss of ptoxitnttv an 
ex ent is initiated upon at least one de\ ice in the secuntx web" and that j t jhe e%em mutated max 
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\ai\ vudeh with e\amples being the activation oi audio and umkiJ alattns (he actuation and 
deactiv auon ol u^er pie-detemimed de\ ice-, and the UansnnsMon ol communications Jo a de\ see 
outside of die seem us neb {Col " hnes^-l^ emphasis .ulded) 

llowe\ei oni\ generalh di^Jostng that ut>uai alatms ma\ Ix initiated upon the ios-> ol 
pio\imit\ ol a deuce a-> in ! unsold ni no was speeilkalh suggest that 'the cotittol unit 
includes a control unit di&pla\ the control unit di g pla\ being configuied to displa) mfoimauon 
assOviatcd With the dc\ tec when it i» determined that the deuce ^ not within the range of 
communication;; of the control uiut t emphasis added) as Jainicd b\ appeiiani SrmpK 
indicating that a \ii»al alarm ma\ be nruated as tn I unsfoid simpl\ tails to meet display] my. [ 
information associated \\uh the des ice \ia a control umt displav ' (emphasis added) as claimed 
bv appellant. 

Additional i ol S Ime^ 4^~4 < -> ;iom 1 unsfoid as tehed on b\ the Lxaimnet, stntph teaches 
that 'am deuce which loses contact with ail other dcsice^ of the piLOiiet di^pkns tht ownets 
name address and telephone msmKi and then locks itself tiom tnrthe) u^e until such tune as a 
passwotd is enteted into the de\ tic {emphasn added) 

llowe-\et displaung the owner s name addicts and telephone mtmbet on the dmce which has 
lost contact with all othei deuces as in LunsfofU tn no wax suggests that the control unn 
includes a control unit displa\ the eontiol umt displas being confirmed to displa> inioi matron 
associated with the dc"> ice when u i> deter mncd that the deuce is not vulhin the range ot 
communications oi the eoutiol unit (emphasis <~n\i}^i} t as claimed bv appellant ( leaih 
displacing the owner s mfoi matron on the deuce whkh ha?> lota contact , a^ m Lunsfoid, fads to 
■,ugge-t v di--pla> jiiig j tnfot matron associated with the deuce " ua 'a conttol unit dibp la \ " 
f emphasis added) as claimed b\ appellant 

In addition with Kspect to independent < lami 29 the I \ammei has again lehed i n Col lines 
°-|^ and Col 8 hues ^-4°- m Lunstoid to make a pnoi att showing of appellant s claimed 
technique 1 whetein the deuce me hides a device dispkn the* deuce d)t-pla\ bemg configuied to 
dispkn uiloimatioii associated witli the control umt when it is dctetmmcd that the deuce is not 
within the u-mge of cummuiiieatioiis ol the conttol unit 1 



Appellant respectfully asserts that, as argued above, the excerpts relied on. by the Examiner only 
generally discJose that visual alarms may be initiated upon the loss of proximity of a device and 
that the owner's name., address, and telephone number are displayed on the device which has lost, 
contact with ail other devices. Clearly, only generally disclosing visual alarms, along with 
displaying information on the device which has lost contact with all other devices ., as in 
Lunsford, fails to meet appellant's claimed technique "wherein the device includes a device 
display, the device display b eing: configured to display information associated with the control 
unit when it is determined that the device is not within the range of communications of the 
control unit" (emphasis added), as claimed. 

Further, with respect to independent Claim 29, the Examiner has relied on Col. 2, lines 30-63; 
and Col. 6. lines 41 -S.> from Logan to make a prior art. shewing of appellant's claimed technique 
''wherein the device is configured to periodically send the identifying signal utilizing a period of 
time which is configured based on movements of an owner/' 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpts relied on by the Examiner merely teach that "Blue 
Tooth chips could be integrated into a small device (here called a 'badge' ) whose prime function 
is to indicate position and which can be... placed on or near stationary devices, such as the Palm 
docking station, or the cell phone recharger. with which Bluetooth devices or things bearing 
other Bluetooth badges could link to at times" (Col. 6, lines 47-53 - emphasis added). In 
addition, the excerpts relied on by the Examiner teach that ' [ajlthough the Bluetooth chips in 
these devices may be primarily intended for different functions, they can play a useful role in the 
position monitoring and notification system contemplated by the present invention" fCoi. 2, lines 
59-62 - emphasis added), 

llouexei using Blue footh chips to indicate position and fot position momtoting a,s m 1 ogan 
fads to oen suggest ' a period of tune v. Inch is <_onfiguted based on lvunements of an owntr ' let 
alone that "the de\ tee is confirmed to pctiodicill) send the identifying signal utilizing a penod 
of time vvhtch is tonfsguied based on moxements of an ovwtet ' (empiubts added) as claimed b\ 
appellant. 



- 26 - 



Again, appellant te^pettfuiK a«otMti> that at least the thud clement of the pmiM ftuw case of 
ol>\ Kiusness hd* not been met. smcc the piun an icfeteoees as idled upon b\ the f\ammei fad 
ti> teach or suggest ah of the claim limitations as noted abo\ e 

In vicu of the icnuuks set forth heiemabose, ali of the independent claims aic deemed 
allow able along with any claims depending theseltom 
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\HUt \IMS \PPr\D!\(37C.F.R.Ml.37(c)(U{\m»> 

1 he text of the claims msohed in the appeal {along with associated itatus infounatKHi) is set 
forth below: 

1 {heuoiisb Ptesented) \ handheld seeurts ,svstem comprising 

a Bluetooth-enabled control unit hasing a {aim* of communications and 

a Bluetooth-enabled desire wheiein the des ice- is icgisteied w ith the eontioi unit such 
that the cie\ see toopeiates with the coiuiol unit using Bluetooth communications to detetmine 
when the des ice is within the range of communications oi the control unit whciem when it h 
deteanined that the des tee is \sithin the iaiuie of communications of the control una the des ice 
is funtuonal, and when it k dctei mined that the des ice is not within the tange of 
communications ol the control unit the dex<ee is at least pamalh non- functional 

whet em the des ice is configured to pesiodicallx send an uleutifs mg signal to the control 
unit and the contfoi unit is contrguied to send a return Mgnal to the desiee when the fdentifving 
signal in iceeixed bs the control unit 

wherein vshen the des ice is at least paitsalh uoii-hmetioitai ma situation whete it is 
detetnnncd that the des tee is not w itlnn the range of communications oi the- control unii the 
des ice is eonfmued to continue periodicalis sending the idenorsmg signal to the control unit 

wherein the control unit is confirmed to ,noduce an alert when it is detenrmied that the 
device is nor within the range of communiedtions of the conirol unit 

wherem the eontioi unit includes a coutiol unit dispkn the coutto! unit display being 
configuied to Jisplav inlormatiou associated with the de\ ice when, it is detet mined thai the 
des ice is not within the range of communications of the conuol unit 

wherein the de\ ice includes a des ice di^plac, the des ice dtspfav being configuied to 
dispias iiifoiniation associated w rth the control unit when it is detcrmnied that the de% ice is not 
wtthm the laugo o{ communications of the couttol unit, 

wheiein the dvSiee us eunfiguied to peifudieails send the tdentsfxmg Mgnal utih/ing a 
period of time which is configured based on mosements of an owner 



2, (Cancelled) 
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> { Prv\ louslv Presented) The handheld secunly s> stem according to claim \ wheieiu the 
de\ ice include a lockout unci face herein w hen the des ice does not lecen e the tetui n signal in 
response to the utentifsing signal the deuce is not within the range of communications of the 
control unit and the lockout interface locks out the de\ ice and causes the dt*\ ice to be at least 
partial ly lion- functional . 

4, (Cancelled) 

5. (Previously Presented) The handheld security system according to claim 3 wherein when 
the device receives the return signal, the lockout interface unlocks the device and causes the 
device to be functional. 

6 {Ungmal) The handheld stuitus system aecoidmg to claim 1 \\ heKin the de\ ice U 
exciusneK regi^teied with the conn n! unit 

7. (Cancelled) 

8. (Cancelled) 

9. (Cancelled) 

10 {fteuonsK Piesented) \ method lot executing a ^cuum protocol foi a fust Bluetooth- 
enabled device vuth tespect to a second Bluetooth-enabled de\tce, the method compusmg 
penodicalh emitting a first Bluetooth transmission signal fiom the fitst Bhietooth- 
enabied device; 

detet mining if a second Bluetooth ttansnnssion signal is received from the second 
Bluetooth-enabled device: and 

locking out the fust Bhtetooth-enabkd deuce to at least pamalh piexent the thst 
Bluetooth-enabled deuce from functioning if it is detet mined that the .second Bluetooth 
ttansnussion signal is not t evened, wlsetem the fust Bluetooth-enabled dewee penodieallv emits 
the fust Bluetooth liansmissson ssunal while being locked out m a situation where u is 
detettnmed that the second Bluetooth ttansnnssion signal is not ieeei\ed 
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wherein the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ice is toufigmcd to produce an alett when it is 
detei mined that the second Bluetooth transmission signal is not leccned 

\s hei ein the second Bluetooth-enabled desice included a second Bluetooth-enabled 
de\ toe dispia\ , the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice dtsplas bemg configuicd to df?pla\ 
information, associated with the fust Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice when the fir^t Bluetooth-enabled 
device is locked out; 

\\ herein the first Bluetooth-enabled deuce includes & first Bluetooth-enabled deuce 
dsspUn. the fu^t Bluetooth-enabled deuce dispkx being configured to displa\ information 
associated With the second Bluttooth-enabled deuce w hen the fitst Bluetooth-enabled device is 
locked out; 

wherein the first Bluetooth-enabled device is configured to periodically emit the first 
Bluetooth transmission signal utilizing a period of time which is configured based on movements 
of an owner. 

if (Cancelled) 

12. (Cancelled) 

53. (Cancelled) 

1 * {Pie 1 - iOtH\ Presented) The method d> i totted m claim 10 ^hetetn looking out the fust 
Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice includes 

displaung information on the fnst Bluetooth-enabled deuce displas ol the fut 
Bluetooth-enabled deuce vTuch indicate* that the first Bluetooth-enabled deuce a locked out 

1 ^ {Original) The method as leuted m claim 10 iutthei including 

updating the lirst Bluetooth-enabled deuce il u is determined that the second Bluetooth 

transmission signal is received. 

!<i { Pie-\ iousK Presented) A method tor e\euittng a seemm pintocoi v. uh respect to at least 
a fit -^t Bluetooth-enabled deuce and a second Bluetooth-enabled deuce, the method comprising 
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determining vUten a fast Bluetooth ttansnnssmn signal is recetsed fiom the second 
Blueioorh-enabled de\ ice w herein the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice automatically and 
peuodicalK emits the fust Bluetooth tiansnussmn signal. 

emitting a second Bluuooth transmission signal when n rs deteimined that the fust 
Bluetooth transmission signal is rcceised Aom the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce <md 

generating an ahum to indicate that the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice t.s not within a 
communications iange of the rust Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice when it is deteimined that the fust 
Bluetooth transmission signal j» not iccened from the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ice, 

wherein aiiei the genet a tf on of the alaim the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice is 
configured to continue peuodieaiK emu the flu-,! Bluetooth ttansinisM«n signal to the in si 
Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice m a situation where tt is deteimined that the fust Bluetooth-enabled 
de\ tee is not v. nhm the tangc ot\ommumcauotis of the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice, 

whet em the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce includes a second Bluetooth-enabled 
de\ Ke di#pla\ , rlie second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice displax being configured to display 
mfoimation associated with the fust Bluetooth-enabled de\iee when tt is deteimined that the fust 
Bluetooth-enabled device is not within the range of communications of the second Bluetooth- 
enabled device; 

wheiein the litst Bluetooth-enabled deuce includes a first Bluetooth-enabled deuce 
disphw the fust Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice displr\ being confirmed to dnpfcn information 
associated w tth the occond Bluetooth-enabled tle\ ice v\ hen it is deteimined that the in si 
Bluetooth-enabled dc\ lee is not nithtn the range of communications ol the second Bluetooth- 
enabled device; 

wheietn the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce is confirmed to peitodtcails emu the fust 
Bluetooth transmission signal utilizing a penod of tune which is configtned based on mcnements 
of an owner . 

1 7. (Cancelled) 

1 8. (Cancelled) 

19. (Original) The method as recited in claim 16 whe.re.ift determining when the first 
Bluetooth transmission signal is received from the second Bluetooth-enabled device includes: 
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determining when the second Bluetooth-enabled dev ice to registered with the tiiM 
Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice wherein emitting lire second Bluetooth tiansmissioti signal when it is 
detennined that the Hist Bluetooth ttansrmsston signal in received Horn the second Biueiooth- 
cnabicd device includes emitting the second Bluetooth tiansmission signal when it is detet mined 
that the second Bluetooth-enabled device i;> registered w ith the fn<t Bluetooth-enabled dev tee 

20 (Ptev loush Presented) A fust deuce comprising 

a Bluetooth-enabled mechanism, 
computet code that causes the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism to pcttodtcalK emu a fust 
Bluetooth aansmts^ion signal.. 

computer code that causes the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism to iccene a second 
Bluetooth tiansmission signal ft out a second Bluetooth-enabled device 

compute! code for determining when the second Bluetooth tiansmission signal ts 
received; 

computet code for locking out the fust device to at least paitiallv pies ait the fust device 
from being operational when it is determined that the second Bluetooth transmission signal is not 
received; 

wherein the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism periodically emits the first Bluetooth 
transmission signal while the first device is locked out m a situation where it is determined that 
the second Bluetooth transmission signal is- not received. 

a piocessoi foi executing the computet codes, and 

a computer-readable medium that stoics the computer codec. 

wherein the second Bluetooth-enabled deuce is configured to produce an alert when it ts 
determined that the second Bluetooth transmission signal is not received' 

wherein the second Bluetooth-enabled device includes a second Bluetooth-enabled 
device display the second Bluetooth-enabled device display being configured to display 
information associated with the first device when the fnsr device ts locked out 

wheiein the first device includes a first device dssplav the first device displav being 
configured to displav information associated w ith the second Bluetooth-enabled de\ ice when the 
first device is locked out; 
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wherein the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism Jo configured to penodiealh- emit the fust 
Bluetooth Uansunstaon signal utilizing a period of mue which is eonfiguted based nn nun ements 
of a« owner. 

21. (Cancelled) 

22. (Cancelled) 

23. (Cancelled) 

24. (Previously Presented) The first device according to claim 20 wherein the computer code 
foi lockmg out the fust de\ jce includes compute! code ior displaung infotmation on the fust 
device dispiav to indicate that the fust de\ see is locked mil when it !*> determined that the second 
Bluetooth transmission signal i> nut iecetved 

25 {Ouymal) The fust de\ ice aceoidmg ro claim 20 uheiem the Bluetooth-enabled 
mechanism is a Bluetooth-enabled tadio 

20 { Pi c\iOusi\ Pi esented) \ ikst de\ ice compusmg 

a Bluetooth-enabled mechanism, the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism being confirmed to 
receive a fust Bluetooth transmission signal from a second dexice thai peuodicaiK emits the fust 
Bluetooth nausimssion signal 

computet code for determining when a Jitst Bluetooth nansnnssion signal is received 

computet code fot causing the Bluetooth-enabled mechanism to emit a second Bluetooth 
ttansmission signal when it is determined that the fust Bluetooth tiausnussioo signal is teeened 

computet code foi generating an alarm to indicate that the second deuce is noi within a 
communications iauge of die fust de\ lie when it is determined that the fust Bluetooth 
tiansmission signal is not iecened 

w herein after the genet anon of rhe alarm, the second device is contleuied to continue 
peuodicaiK emitting the fn^t Bluetooth ttansmission signal m a sanation whete it is detei mined 
that the fust deuce is not w nhtn the range of communications oi the second ice 

a piocessor that executes the computet codes and 
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a coinputct-teadahle medium that stotes the computet (.odes, 

whetcin the second dex ice includes a seend dex tec display the seeond dex ice disphix 
being confirmed to dtsplav nitoimatton associated with the fhst device when it is determined 
that the fit st de\ tee ts not within the tango of communications of the second de\ tee, 

whet em the first dux ice includes, a fust de\ ice di-qilax, , the first dex see displax being 
LtiuFfguied to dkspla\ infonuation associated w it t the second dex ice when it is determined that 
the fit st deuce ts not within the iange of communications of the second deuce, 

wherein the second dex ice is configuied to periodical emit the fust Bluetooth 
transmission signal utilizing a period of time configured which is based on movements of an 
owner. 

27. (Cancelled) 

28. (Cancelled) 

2*> {Picuousix Pi evented) \ handheld »ecur ts s\ 3tem tompiisuiii 

a \\ iFs-euabled tontto! untt hax tng a tange uf communications, and 
d V^ d t~enahled dex tee xxheiem the dex ice is legtsteied xuth the eontiol unit such that the 
dex ice eoopemtes with the control untr using \\ tt t communications to determine when the 
dex ice is wuhtn the rang*, of communications of the eontiol unit, wheiem when it is determined 
that the dex ice is w ithm the range ot\ommunjuUions of the eontiol unit the dex it c is functional, 
and w hen n ts detetrained that The de\ kc is not w ithtn the iange of corronwuv auons oi the 
eontiol unit the de\u.e is at least pamalls iion-fuuaiona! 

x\ herein the dex tee i^ configured to peuodieaih send an identifutiii signal to the eontiol 
unit and the (.ontiol untf ts conftguted to send a leimn signal to the dex ae w hen the tdeittifx jug 
signal k tecesxed h\. the eontiol unit 

xxheiem when the dex ice ts at least panialh uon-luncisunal m a -atuatton xxhete it is 
deteimined that the deuce is not within the janat of communications of the control unit Uk 
deuce is configured to continue penodicalK ^ending the identiKmg signal to the tunttui untt, 
xxheiem the conttoi unit fa (.uttHguted to ;mxluee an alett when it is determined that the 
de% icl is not w itlnn the isnge of communications of the eonuol unit 
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w herein the conttol unit me hides a conttol umt dtsplav the conttol una dtspias being 
configuicd to dtsplav mjojmatkm associated w jfi the dev tec when it is detet mined thai the 
de\ ice is nut v\ uhm the nmge of communications ot the cvntioi unit 

wheiein the dev ice includes a device dtsplav the des ice Hi^plav being eonfignied to 
display information associated w ith the control unit when a is determined that the dev ice is not 
wtthm the lauge of communications ol the eonttoi unit, 

whetetn the deuce is configured to peuoJieailv send the tdentifvmu signal utili/mi; rt 
period of tsme which is umfigured based on movements of an owner 

30. (Cancelled) 

31 {Prev iousty Presented) I he handheld seeutits ssstem according to claim 29 w herein the 
device include;; a lockout hues face, whet em when the device does not receive the seuun signal in 
lesponse to the identifying signal, the device if. not vuthm the range of communications of the 
control unit and the lockout mtetfaee locks out the device and causes the device to be at least 
parti ally non-fimcti onal . 

32. (Cancelled) 

^ (PreM ousts Piesetited) I he handheld set ut us ss stem accordingly claim *1 wherein 
when the device ieeencs the return signal the lockout inteiface unlocks the device and causes 
the device to be IxinctioiiaS. 

*J tlhev ioush lhet>enud} Ihe handheld seenniv ss^tem accoidmg to Jams I whetem the 
de\ ice dnplax is configured to dtsplav a message that wants that the de% uc b at least one ol tost 
and stolen when the deuce at least par tialiv non-functional 

^ (Pievioiish Presented! fhe handheld sec nuts svstcm according to claim I whet tin the 
do* ice dtsptav is configuicd to dispkn contact nrfoimanon that is capable otlvuii: used bv 
someone who locate^ the dev lee tu tdennfv the owner of the dev ice when the dewoc ts at least 
panialtv non-functional. 
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><i {Pt<r\ louslv Ptesemed) flu. handheld watnts aWem according 10 ckmn ] whet em the 
de% kc is confirmed to penodiualK >end the ulemjKjnji signal utfh/mu the pcnod of tune of at 
least one hour foi accommodating thtrownei who latelv leases t f patticulat aiea 

37 {PtcMOUsK Presented) The handheld seemitx s\>tem Luvoidnui to claim i v\hcicinthc 
deuce is eonfiguied to petiodicalK send the ideufihmg signal utilizing the pennj ol time of less 
than l c minute^ fos <-H.commodatuju theownei whotunds fiequemh 

^ {PteA louslv Ptcseuted) flu. handheld ^ecunts ostein according 10 ckum ] whet em the 
de%kL is coniiymed to pefsods^aUx send the iJemjfvmy signal a-> long as the deuce has acces, to 

power. 
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IX EVIDENCE APPENDIX (37 CF.R, § 4137{c)(I)(lv)) 
There is no such evidence. 
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X RELATED PROCEEDING APPENDIX (37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(x» 

Since no decisions) has been rendered in such proceedmg(s), no material is included in this 
Related Proceedings Appendix. 
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in the e\enf ;j telephone convention would expedite the pioseouiioit of this application the 
S x;i!nniei ma) teach the under signed at (40^) 0~i-25' 7 ^ lot pctvrtcnt oi ao> additional iees due 
in connection \\fth the itiiny of thtif* papeu the ( omn-mssonei is authoti/ed to chat ye siidi fees to 
Deposit \ccotmt\n 50-1.^1 (Ojdei No N\HP3I2> 
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